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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
No longer is the matter of teacher performance evaluation a question 
of whether or not it should be done. The question now is how best to 
evaluate teacher performance and what should be evaluated (6, 7, 78, 
108). 
All teachers are evaluated. Regardless of how formal 
the evaluation system is, what evidence is collected and 
analyzed, or how often formal reports are written, teachers 
are evaluated and evaluated often. They are evaluated by 
students, parents, other teachers, administrators, super­
visors, and the public. The question is not whether teachers 
should be evaluated, since this cannot be avoided, but rather 
how systematic the evaluation should be in order to be most 
effective (6). 
Teacher performance evaluation has evolved from teacher supervision. 
Gwynn reports three major factors that have operated since the turn of 
the twentieth century to give rise to the value of supervision, viz., 
changes in ideas of how children learn, major advances in methods of 
teaching, and a tremendous growth in the amount and variety of textbooks 
and teaching materials. In a comparison of the concepts of supervision, 
circa 1920, Gwynn reviewed reports by Cubberley (1916), Wagner (1921), 
Burton (1922), and Scott (1924). Wagner and Burton listed rating of 
teachers as a task of supervision and Cubberley listed reporting oh 
skill and success of teachers (52). 
As the school accountability movement has grown, there has been a 
movement to tie teacher evaluation to pupil outcomes. Berliner (5) 
states a belief that the heart of performance and competency-based 
teacher education, evaluation, and accountability programs is the 
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establishment of empirical relationships between teacher behavior as an 
independent variable and student achievement as a dependent variable. 
Soar (98) states that measuring teacher effectiveness by measuring 
change in pupils is probably only feasible for simpler, lower level ob­
jectives. A more appropriate measure would appear to be to measure the 
behavior of a teacher and compare it to behavior which is thought to be 
related to the development of higher level objectives in pupils. Some 
states, such as California with the Stull Act, have passed legislation 
to measure the worth of an instructor in terms of learner results (91). 
In 1983, 26 states required that teachers be evaluated, and 22 of those 
states also required that administrators be evaluated (114). 
Recent research at Iowa State University has looked at factors that 
are associated with the way school administrators rate teaching per­
formance (32, 36, 89, 92, 93, 113). Frudden (36) found that a study of 
preinstructional materials by teacher appraisers did not associate with 
better teacher performance evaluation. Rucker (93) tried to ascertain 
the relationship between the teaching style of principals and the teach­
ing style of teachers as a source of bias in teacher evaluation. Rucker 
indicates that the use of only superior and satisfactory teachers in his 
study proved to be a limiting factor and that the data did not lend sup­
port to the concept that teaching style tends to bias the evaluative 
rating of principals. 
In order for teacher evaluation to be most effective, administrators 
must be able to view a teaching performance and effectively be able to 
report its strengths and weaknesses. Multiple evaluators often view the 
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same teaching performance and report its strengths and weaknesses in such 
a manner that it would appear that they had viewed different teaching 
performances. This study will look at the learning style of evaluators 
and other background differences to determine what relationship, if any, 
the evaluator's learning style and other background differences have upon 
their teacher performance evaluation ratings. 
Statement of the Problem 
This study is designed to explore the possibility that selected attri­
butes of administrators contribute to differences in their teacher perform­
ance evaluation ratings. The literature suggests that knowing students' 
learning styles and matching teaching to the students' learning styles can 
be an important factor contributing to the stufsnts' learning (13, 19, 21-
23, 33, 34, 43, 50, 54, 62, 63, 70, 97). In clinical supervision at its best 
level, that is the principal learning from and teaching the teacher, it 
seems likely that learning style enters into the teacher performance 
evaluation picture. The primary purpose of this investigation will be to 
examine evaluators' learning styles and the relationship, if any, their 
learning styles have upon their teacher performance evaluation ratings. 
This research will also explore what influence, if any, the evalu­
ators' sex, undergraduate major, administrative experience, and educa­
tional position have upon their teacher performance evaluation ratings. 
Definitions 
Words can have many meanings. Concepts can have many different 
meanings. In the Review of Literature chapter following, the words and 
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concepts will carry the meanings given them by the respective authors 
being reported. In the other chapters, the following definitions are 
given for guidance of the reader. 
Evaluator—The person who viewed videotaped teaching lessons and 
provided an evaluation of the teacher. 
Evaluation—The evaluator*s report on seventeen items observed, 
analyzed, and assessed from the lesson plans and videotaped teaching 
lesson. 
Learning Style—The learning style classification is obtained 
from the "Style Delineator" developed by Anthony Gregorc (46). The 
evaluator's learning style will be concrete-sequential (CS), abstract-
sequential (AS), abstract-random (AR), or concrete-random (CR) . 
Delimitations 
The information used in this study came from an experiment center­
ing on practicing school administrators in the states of Pennsylvania 
and New York. The information was gathered during the summer of 1982. 
The administrators sampled came from those in attendance at work­
shops designed to. provide training in teacher performance appraisal. All 
participants were volunteers who were in no way required to take part in 
this research. The fact that all subjects were involved in workshops 
seeking improvement in teacher performance evaluation and were volun­
teers makes them not representative of the total population. 
At the time data were collected, the workshop participants had 
received only enough training to be able to encode their responses. The 
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participants were shown videotaped teaching vignettes prepared by the 
Research Institute for Studies in Education (RISE) at Iowa State Uni­
versity for the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development. 
Copies of lesson plans prepared to go along with the teaching vignettes 
were also perused. From this information, each prepared an evaluation 
of the teaching performance. 
The "Style Delineator" developed by Anthony Gregorc (45) was 
administered to each participant. From the "Style Delineator", each per­
son determined his/her particular learning style. This learning style 
along with other descriptive data was recorded on a registration card. 
It is assumed that all information reported by each subject is truthful 
and accurate. Assurances were given that the information provided would 
be used only for research and would not be reported in any form that 
would be personally identifiable to the participants.. 
Hypotheses 
Knowing the learning style of students can be an important contrib­
uting factor to their learning. The research is adamant; achievement 
improves when learning styles are responded to correctly (22). Some 
conceptual model of learning styles is essential to the teacher engaged 
in instructional planning and implementation (35). Keefe puts it this 
way: 
As a foundation stone of the individualized education 
premise, learning style is the key to educational improvement 
in the decade of the 80*s (63). 
Given the ability to map learning styles and the importance being 
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attributed to learning styles and the process of learning, the major 
thesis of this study is that there will be a relationship between teacher 
performance appraisal ratings and the évaluators' learning style. More­
over, if differences exist, the knowledge of these differences and an 
awareness of the differences will help improve teacher performance 
evaluations and, perhaps, the training of teacher evaluators. 
To further understand why multiple evaluators will evaluate 
the same teaching performance differently and hopefully to provide 
guidance to help overcome this problem, the following operational 
hypotheses will be investigated. 
1. Teacher performance appraisal ratings will be related to the 
evaluators' learning style. 
2. There will not be a relationship between teacher performance 
appraisal ratings and the sex of the appraiser. 
3. There will be a relationship between teacher performance ap­
praisal ratings and the undergraduate preparation of the 
appraiser. 
4. There will be a relationship between teacher performance ap­
praisal ratings and the administrative experience of the 
appraiser. 
5. There will be a relationship between teacher performance ap­
praisal ratings and the job position of the appraiser. 
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CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Education and educators are receiving mixed signals in the 1980s. 
It is often stated that education is a top national priority. Numerous 
reports on education have been issued (2, 26, 27, 83, 104, 105). Educa­
tion and Economic Progress : Toward ^  National Education Policy states, 
"Education must move to the top of the agenda if the nation is to pros­
per" (26). Yet, at the same time, the monetary support of education 
from the federal government has been weakening. These reports indicate 
that the education deliveiry system is not working well which implies that 
teachers are not performing well. 
National Reports 
Academic Preparation for College (27) is the result of a 10-year 
effort on the part of the College Board. Over 200 college and high 
school teachers were involved in the development of the report. Prior to 
the final report, meetings were held at 31 sites to go over the recom­
mendations. The report stresses adequate preparation for college. 
Detailed knowledge and skills are called for in English, science, mathe­
matics, social studies, foreign languages, and the arts. A basic 
knowledge of the computer and the uses of the computer are stressed. 
Horace's Compromise: The Dilemma of the American High School Today 
(2) places the primary responsibility for schooling with the local com­
munities along with adequate state financial support. The report states 
that central authorities should determine what the schools should do, 
with the details left with teachers and principals. Strong incentives 
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are called for along with an emphasis on quality and students accepting 
responsibility for their own education. 
James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor of North Carolina, has had a prominent 
role in focusing attention on education. He served as co-chairperson 
on two commissions that developed reports on education. .The reports 
developed were Education and Economic Progress ; Toward a National Edu­
cation Policy and Action for Excellence. 
Education and Economic Progress ; Toward a^ National Education Policy 
(26) calls for improvement in mathematical and scientific literacy for 
all and the development of high level skills for the most talented. 
Partnerships are stressed between education, government, and business/ 
labor. Federal action is called an essential as a national need exists 
that cannot be met by the states and private sector. 
Action for Excellence (104). has many of the same elements as Educa­
tion and Economic Progress; Toward ^  National Education Policy. Educa­
tion is called a high national priority. Identification and challenge 
of gifted students, partnerships, and federal support are common to the 
two reports. This report calls upon local Boards of Education, teachers, 
and administrators to develop systems for measuring the effectiveness of 
teachers. The process of certifying teachers should be improved and the 
procedures for retaining and dismissing teachers should be tightened. 
Making the Grade (105) has more reference to federal involvement 
than the other reports. Special education, development of basic scien­
tific literacy, advanced training in mathematics and science for students 
and fundamental research into the learning process are set out for 
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special federal support. Even with the references to federal support, 
this report states that the primary responsibility for educational 
services rests with state and local governments. Maintaining the de­
centralization of the schools while at the same time developing a mini­
mum core curriculum for all students is stated as a goal. 
The report, A Nation at Risk (83), has received the greatest 
notoriety. This report was issued by the National Commission on Excel­
lence in Education. This 18 member commission consisted of six people 
from higher education, five from elementary and secondairy education, 
three from school boards, and four citizens-at-large. State and local 
governments are given the major responsibility for schools. The federal 
government is to play a supporting role. Helping with research, furnish­
ing assistance with special needs students, protecting rights, and help­
ing with training of teachers in areas of critical shortage are listed 
as the federal role. 
The item that called the most attention to this report was the 
statement of minimum requirements that should be in existence for a high 
school diploma. The proposed requirements are four years of English, 
three years of mathematics, three years of science, three years of social 
studies, and one-half year of computer science. Two years of foreign 
language were strongly recommended for the college bound. 
A Nation at Risk also makes reference to teachers and teacher eval­
uation. 
Persons preparing to teach should be required to meet 
high educational standards, to demonstrate an aptitude for 
teaching, and to demonstrate competence in an academic 
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discipline. Salaries for the teaching profession should be 
increased and should be performance based. Salary, promotion, 
tenure, and retention decisions should be tied to an effec­
tive evaluation system. School boards should adopt an 11-
month contract for teachers to ensure time for curriculum and 
professional development (83). 
Teacher Performance Evaluation 
Much has been written and said about teacher performance evalua­
tions. As stated in Chapter 1, the question is not should teachers be 
evaluated, but how to evaluate best. Work by Faast (32), Frudden (36), 
Rauhauser (92), Rucker (93), the Research Institute for Studies in Edu-
1 2 
cation , and the School Improvement Model are but a partial listing of 
recent work at Iowa State University alone. 
Numerous books have been devoted to teacher performance evaluation. 
A sampling of books would include books by Bolton (6), Borich (7), 
Gwynn (52), and Hyman (58). Bolton states, "Evaluation provides the 
basic information necessary to correct problems. Evaluation is the 
means for maintaining effective procedures and a given level of learn­
ing output" (6). One of the best books is edited by Borich (7). This 
book contains 25 selected readings on the following topics: toward 
defining teacher competencies, measuring teacher performance, applica­
tions of performance appraisal systems, using appraisal procedures and 
techniques, and developing a valid appraisal system. 
Research Institute for Studies in Education (RISE), Room 265 Quad­
rangle, College of Education, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa. 
2 School Improvement Model (SIM), Room 005 Quadrangle, College of 
Education, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa. 
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Evaluation process 
In the last 10 years, means and methods of evaluating teachers have 
been many and varied. Moe (81) described techniques that worked in his 
school system. The basis of the system was management by objectives 
(MBO). MBO was used based on the premise that, "Techniques of super­
vision depend on the needs and characteristics of the organization and 
the individuals within the organization" (81). Check lists and rating 
scales have been used. Guides and an extensive checklist are presented 
by Herman (53). King (65) surveyed 32 western New York school districts 
and found that 28 were using rating scales. Because an evaluation system 
should be as objective as possible, 94 valid, reliable, and discriminat­
ing items to be used in evaluation were developed by Manatt et al. (78). 
Johnson and Holt (61) propose that teachers evaluate their own behavior 
by gathering performance data using rating scales. The principal should 
serve as an observer/supervisor and resource person. 
A model for instructional supervision can be found in Clinical 
Supervision, by Goldhammer (40). Goldhammer's clinical supervision model 
has five stages; (1) A pre-observation conference, (2) The observation, 
(3) Analysis and strategy, (4) The supervision conference, and (5) Post-
conference analysis. A supervision model similar to Goldhammer's has 
been successfully used by Garawski (37), Goens and Lange (38, 39), and 
Norris (84) to name but a few. 
Articles have been written on elements of an evaluation system. 
Sweeney (103) provides a list of tips to improve the post-evaluation 
conference. Diamond (15) lists 10 guidelines for observing teachers. 
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Some of the guidelines were found to be good with others not so good. 
Mclntyre (75) reports on research indicating that the presence of an 
observer changes the teacher and the teaching process. It is Mclntyre's 
contention that the presence of an observer affects normal teaching 
behavior. 
Other attençts at improving teacher performance evaluation have in­
volved students evaluating faculty (4); teachers taking an active part 
in their own assessment (67), and joint observations involving the 
principal, department chairs, and inter-departmental observations (68). 
Kostmann makes a potent attack on academic training when he states: 
Academic training for classroom supervision doesn't pro­
vide the exprerience that administrators and department chair­
men need to perform effectively as supervisors (68). 
Madgic (77) insists that teaching effectiveness is an elusive quality to 
measure. He proposes that evaluation reliability can be enhanced by 
giving more emphasis to classroom products developed by both the student 
and the teacher. 
Evaluation concerns 
The evaluation of teaching has brought about many concerns. Evalua­
tion has also been beset by problems, at least in the minds of many. One 
of the biggest problems is that teachers often have misgivings about 
evaluation (30). This can in part be explained by the fact that many 
evaluation procedures have been tied to procedures used in the past (6) 
and that many evaluation procedures have been used to monitor the quality 
of teaching more than to improve teaching (64). In a particularly good 
article that provides goals for improvement, Crenshaw and Hoyle (10) 
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point out that teacher evaluation as now practiced needs to be improved. 
To further illustrate, the following are concerns found in the 
literature. Evaluation is a difficult and complex task (90), evaluation 
is time-consuming and often frustrating work (102), there are no valid 
methods or criteria-for assessing teacher performance (88), and research 
studies have not and cannot contribute much (95). It is also pointed 
out that evaluation assessments are often made from the evaluator's own 
orientation (110). 
In an article that listed do's and don'ts of observing and evaluat­
ing teachers, Suprina pointed out why evaluation is of such a concern: 
"The supervision of professional staff members is a primairy responsibil­
ity of virtually every building principal in America" (102). Reasons 
for the perceived problems can be found in the beliefs that teaching is 
a very complex set of events which cannot be easily understood (5), that 
teaching is a craft (87), and that teaching is an art struggling to be­
come a science (107). The range of problems and concerns is nicely sum­
marized by Savage: 
The problems associated with teacher evaluation can be 
overwhelming: the questionable validity of subjective judg­
ments, the principal's lack of expertise in the teacher's 
subject matter, the questions of how representative the ob­
served teacher behavior is, and the risks of confrontation 
that may estrange important working relationships, and if 
principals are to gather evaluation data through classroom 
observations, conduct pre- and post-observation conferences, 
prepare written reports, and provide appropriate remedial 
activities, the task of teacher evaluation carries the addi­
tional burden of being very time-consuming (96). 
Faced with all of the real and perceived problems, the humor ex­
pressed by Thomas is refreshing; "What we need to do is appreciate the 
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good teachers and pray for the others. Prayers are about as effective 
as anything else we have tried" (107). 
Evaluation results 
The purposes of teacher performance evaluation, the hoped for 
results, vary from evaluator to evaluator and from educational institu­
tion to educational institution. There are, however, common strands. 
Better educational services to children (108), growth and development 
of the student (90), and effective learning (73) are high priority items. 
Probably the most common hoped for result is the improvement of instruc­
tion (9, 10, 51, 64, 94, 96). Crenshaw and Hoyle call teacher evaluation 
the principal's headache. They list four goals to be used to facilitate 
teacher evaluation as a means of improving instruction: 
1. Assess the overall school program. 
2. Provide a basis for improving instruction. 
3. Motivate teachers to render their highest level of profes­
sional service. 
4. Provide a basis for making administrative decisions (10). 
Educational decision making (59), correcting problems (6), and 
judging overall teacher effectiveness (51) are other anticipated results 
of teacher performance evaluation. 
Even with all the good things resulting from teacher performance 
evaluation as listed above, teachers are often wary of evaluation. This 
comes from another possible use of teacher performance evaluation. Deci­
sions relating to promotion, dismissal, or non-renewal of contract (16) 
can be a result of evaluations. Even the Gallup Poll, as reported by 
Elam (28), has references to teachers being retained based upon per­
formance. 
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It is not surprising to find that legislatures and courts have had 
an involvement in teacher performance evaluation. Wuhs and Manatt (114) 
report that 26 states require teachers to be evaluated. Of the 26, dis­
missal is the purpose of evaluation in 12, improvement in 23, and ac­
countability in 2. The California Stull Act of 1971 is noteworthy. 
Popham (91) points out that the Stull Act created problems that had to 
be dealt with. Two specific binding sections dealing with the establish­
ment of standards of expected student progress and assessment of certifi­
cated personnel competence were of immediate concern. When a teacher 
is dismissed based upon the teacher's evaluation, it is not uncommon for 
the courts to become involved. One decision of the Court of Appeals of 
Iowa upheld a dismissal decision by the Board of Education. However, 
two judges-dissented, pointing to satisfactory evaluations over many 
years. The dissenters wrote? 
I cannot help but conclude that the plaintiff, who had 
eleven years of experience and had been evaluated as being 
satisfactory or outstanding in every respect over all of those 
years by a number of different evaluators, including Mr. 
Sersland, could have changed so radically between 1979 and 
1980 as to deserve to be terminated. The comments made by Mr. 
Sersland on his evaluation of her work suggest that those 
evaluations may be motivated by his own pique at her criti­
cisms of the philosophy of education which he evidently at­
tempted to implement in the school rather than by any change 
in the plaintiff's performance in the classroom (31). 
Even though many questions about teacher performance evaluation 
are raised by Soar, he does provide a statement summarizing the hoped 
for results of evaluation. 
Logically, there appear to be three major strategies con­
tending for a role in the evaluation of teaching skills. The 
traditional and most widely used strategy to date has been an 
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assessment of the quality of the program within which the 
teacher was trained. . . . Two other strategies appear to be 
viable ones within the broad context of evaluation of teacher 
competence: measuring the growth of pupils taught by the 
teacher and measuring the teaching behavior of the teacher (98). 
Evaluation using videotape 
As data for this research were collected from persons attending 
teacher performance evaluation workshops which included videotaped 
vignettes, a few comments on the use of videotape in evaluation is 
pertinent. 
Using the videotape recorder is suggested by Crim as a means to 
avoid "the intrusive presence of a physical observer" (11). Wisconsin 
University uses videotape cameras and recorders with elementary pre-
student teachers to obtain feedback on performance and professional 
growth (29). Videotapes also allow standardization of the coding con­
text and repeated observations of classroom interaction (71). Diamond 
states the "evaluation may be fostered by the video-tape medium" (14). 
Hosford and Neuenfeldt reviewed three studies and concluded, "Profes­
sional viewers' reactions to videotape segments do serve as objective 
indicators of professional judgments..." (55). 
Evaluation snromary 
So much has been written about teacher performance evaluation that 
it is difficult to decide where to draw the line as to where to start 
and where to stop. The evaluation process can take many different 
routes, there are numerous concerns about evaluation, and the hoped for 
results of evaluation can vary. Evaluations can be formative or 
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summative. Simply put, formative evaluation is the on-going process, 
primarily aimed at improvement in instruction. Ideas, suggestions, and 
input are being formulated. Summative evaluation is the end result. 
Decisions on retention, preparation, or dismissal come from summative 
evaluation. Formative evaluation is a part and parcel of the summative 
evaluation. It is hoped that the review of literature on teacher per­
formance evaluation presented above will give the reader a feel for 
teacher performance evaluation. The review cannot be considered as 
exhaustive as such a review would be never-ending and nearly impossible-
Pembroke and Goedert have developed what they refer to as the key 
to effective teacher evaluation. Their key is presented as a general 
overall summary. 
The key requirements for the development of an effective 
performance evaluation system are that it must: 
Be accepted as fair and objective by teachers; 
Be related to the specific requirements of the job and 
the unique needs of the organization; 
Specify the factors against which the teacher will be 
measured; 
Reliably measure teacher performance and specify by whom 
and how the measurement will be done; 
Clearly communicate the expectations for performance to 
the individuals; 
Provide for teacher development as part of the process 
(86).  
Learning Styles 
The concept of learning style is often viewed as a relatively new 
subject. In its present form, it iis. However, learning style is not 
new. Keefe (63) reports elements of learning style appearing in re­
search literature in 1892. Anderson and Bruce have put into words the 
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importance being attached to learning style by many. 
The history of education is replete with movements that 
briefly influenced the course of the profession, and then 
passed on, leaving a legacy upon which researchers, phi­
losophers and practitioners could build. As the literature 
on the subject of learning styles grows, it is becoming ap­
parent that this is an idea that may join the select group 
of concepts that has had a major and lasting impact on edu­
cation (1). 
Two books published by the National Association of Secondary School 
Principals are particularly informative. Student Learning Styles— 
Diagnosing and Prescribing Programs (101) contains 13 articles on 
learning style. Student Learning Styles and Brain Behavior (100) pre­
sents selected papers from a National Conference sponsored by the Learn­
ing Styles Network. Dunn and Dunn (20) have a closely related book that 
is a cookbook approach to individualizing instructional programs. 
Learning style definitions 
There are many definitions of learning style. Three definitions 
have been picked out to be illustrative. These three are by Keefe (63), 
Hunt (57), and Gregorc (44). 
Learning styles are characteristic cognitive, affective, 
and physiological behaviors that serve as relatively stable 
indicators of how learners perceive, interact with, and re­
spond to the learning environment (63). 
Learning style describes a student in terms of those 
educational conditions under which he is most likely to 
leam. Learning style describes how a student leams, not 
what he has learned (57). 
Learning style consists of distinctive behaviors which 
serve as indicators of how a person leams from and adapts 
to his environment. It also gives clues as to how a person's 
mind operates (44). 
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Dunn and DeBello et al. have summarized what several writers refer 
to as learning style. 
Canfield and Lafferty discuss conditions, content, modes 
and expectations; the Dunns itemize stimuli and elements; 
Gregorc emphasizes distinctive behaviors and dualities; Hunt 
refers to conceptual level; Kolb specifies hereditary equip­
ment, past experiences, and the environment; Schmeck contrasts 
deep and shallow information processing (25). 
Dunn and DeBello state that though these researchers seem to be report­
ing different characteristics, examination reveals that the models over­
lap in many ways. 
Gregorc and Butler have this to say about learning/teaching style: 
Instructional leaders should be aware that there is no 
commonly accepted definition of style. 
The major philosophical viewpoints (about style) are 
represented by these schools of thought. 
(1) The first school assumes that abilities to perceive, 
interact, and respond are, except for those with neurological 
defects, basically the same in all human beings. Individuals 
in this group say that differences are learned, become habitual, 
and can be changed through training and proper motivation. 
(2) The second school assumes that the "mental equipment" 
for perceiving, interacting, and responding is common to all 
people to a degree, but that, beyond a common base, there are 
variations in capacity and ability. Individuals who subscribe 
to this view say that differences are inborn, i.e., people have 
natural ways of relating best to their environments. 
(3) The third school of thought assumes that individual 
style differences exist but that questions of nature/nurture 
are philosophically irrelevant. Educators with this view want 
to attend to the differences, not study their supposed sources 
(48). 
Learning styles pros and cons 
In working with learning styles, some believe there are no limits. 
Kusler puts it this way: "The question is never, 'Can he leam?' or *How 
much can he leam?' ' It is only, 'How will he most readily leam?'" (72). 
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Learning style is hailed as a means of imderstanding learning and im­
proving teaching (43) and a means of providing appropriate experiences 
to cause the learner to leam (85). 
Learning styles and teaching styles are called hypothetical con­
structs that explain certain aspects of the teaching-learning process by 
Fischer and Fischer (34). Several report that the matching of teaching 
style and learning style improves students' achievement and attitudes 
(13, 24, 50, 69, 97). When taught through methods that complement their 
learning style, students are increasingly motivated and achieve better 
(22, 54). For these reasons, Dunn and Dunn call it unfortunate when: 
"Students are required to adjust their learning styles to whatever teach­
ing approaches are used" (23). 
Reported research gives mixed reviews. In a study of 1000 southern 
California school children. Barbe and Milone (3) found an interaction 
between student and teacher modality strengths. In a study of 72 college 
students, Farr (33) found that students could predict the modality in 
which they would have superior learning performance. Griggs (50) reviews 
three research studies that show improved student achievement when teach­
ing style is matched to the student. Dunn (19) provides information on 
numerous research reports showing students learning more when taught 
through their preferred learning styles. 
On the other hand, Jellema (60) studied 100 students and found in­
conclusive results on student achievement when learning and teaching 
styles were matched. A study of 64 undergraduate students by Macneil 
(76) revealed that differential effects did not occur in learning 
21 
performance when students were exposed to different styles of instruc­
tion. When Molina (82) studied 108 students in technical algebra 
courses, he found no support for the assumption that instructional method 
could be matched to a student's preferred mode of information presenta­
tion to maximize achievement. Kuchinskas's (70) concern is that 
teacher's style has an overwhelming effect on everything and everybody 
else. In a study of 53 ninth grade students, Marcus (79) found it 
virtually impossible to know the learning style of each student. How­
ever, Marcus was attempting to do this by observation alone. 
Potential problems involve the "halo effect" (anticipating positive 
results) when working with learning styles (99), the fact that no cur­
rent learning style instrument provides a truly comprehensive assess­
ment of learning style (62), and that performance in the classroom can 
only be partially explained by learning style (106). An argument against 
matching teaching and learning styles that provides food for thought is 
presented by Turner. 
A key feature of virtually all school organizations is 
that little effort is made to control the variability of 
teaching styles and learning styles. Schools rarely at­
tempt to match the styles of learners to styles of the 
teacher. Therein lies much of the strength and durability 
of the school as a social entity (111). 
Along the same line, but not going as far, Gregorc (45) states that 
he has found the periodic mismatch of preferences to be tolerated and 
even acceptable and challenging. However, burnout can result from pro­
longed and chronic mismatch. 
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Inventories of learning style 
There are many inventories of learning style. The Canfield Learn­
ing Approach (8), Developed Learning Styles Inventory (97), the Rela­
tional Thinking Style Model (12), Edmonds Learning Style Identification 
Exercise (80), the Hill Model of Cognitive Mapping (112), the Learning 
Style Inventory (18), and the Gregorc Style Delineator (49) are but a 
few. Lepke (74) offers an analysis of five instruments. The five are 
Edmonds Learning Style Identification Exercise, Hill's Cognitive Style 
Interest Inventory, Papalia's Learning Modalities and Individual Dif­
ferences Inventory, Hunt's Paragraph Completion Method, and Dunns' 
Learning Style Inventory. Lepke concludes that: 
Information on individual learning styles, if thoughtfully 
interpreted and judiciously applied, offers unprecedented 
opportunities for the foreign language teacher. In the 
long run, the difference between teaching and reaching could 
conceivably spell survival or demise (74). 
The two main inventories of learning style designed for use with 
adults are Productivity Environmental Preference Survey (17) and the 
Gregorc Style Delineator (49). 
The most widely used inventory of learning style is the Dunns' 
Learning Style Inventory (LSI). Through use of the LSI, the way stu­
dents leam best is determined. The LSI has five major elements, with 
each element further broken down. The elements are: 
Environmental Elements: Sound, Light, Temperature, and Design 
Emotional Elements: Motivation, Persistence, Responsibility, 
and Need for Either Structure or Options 
Sociological Elements: Learning Alone, with Peers, with an 
Adult, or in Several Ways 
Physical Elements: Perceptual Strengths, Intake, Time of Day, 
and Need for Mobility 
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Psychological Elements: Global/Analytic, Hemispheric Prefer­
ence, and Impulsive/Reflective (18). 
The Dunns postulate that the environmental and physical elements are 
biological in nature, the emotional and sociological elements are en­
vironmentally based, and the psychological elements are both biological 
and environmental in origin. 
- When time is spent to reflect upon one's self, each individual will 
be able to identify parts of each element that apply to themselves. 
This writer has a low tolerance for sound, needs good lighting, a cool 
work space, prefers structure, often uses intake of food or liquid 
when working, does not like mornings, moves about when working, and 
at times can be impulsive. By analyzing yourself, you can maximize the 
work produced in a given amount of time-
One sound film strip and one audio tape were found to be especially 
informative when reviewing inventories of learning style. Tell Me About 
Learning Styles by Barbara Thomson (109) is especially good in comparing 
and contrasting learning styles as developed by the Dunns and by Gregorc. 
An Introduction to an Adult's Guide to Style by Anthony Gregorc (41) 
gives an excellent background discussion and the bases for development ' 
of the Gregorc Style Delineator. 
Gregorc Style Delineator 
The Gregorc Style Delineator (46) was selected for use in this in­
vestigation. Within a time period of 10 minutes, the Style Delineator 
can be administered, scored, and feedback can be given to the individual 
that has completed the inventory. Gregorc (46) reports the reliability 
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and validity of the Gregorc Style Delineator can be characterized as 
strong based on the alpha coefficients and the correlation coefficients. 
The concept of the Style Delineator is based upon a perceptual space 
duality of concrete/abstract qualities and an ordering duality of 
sequential/random qualities. 
The concrete/abstract and the sequential/random dualities join to 
form four distinct learning preference patterns or modes: Abstract 
Sequential (AS), Abstract Random (AR), Concrete Sequential (CS), and 
Concrete Random (CR). The large majority of people will be strongest 
• in one of the four learning performance modes. A few will have equal 
strengths in two or three modes. These are referred to as bimodal or 
trimodal learning styles. The concrete/abstract duality can also be 
viewed as how one leams with the sequential/random duality explaining 
how one files and accesses data. Gregorc and Ward (49) offer the follow­
ing descriptions of the learning preference modes. 
The Abstract Sequential Learner (AS) 
The abstract sequential learning preference is character­
ized by excellent decoding abilities in the area of written, 
verbal and image symbols. Such a learner has a wealth of 
conceptual "pictures" in his mind against which he matches 
what he reads, hears, or sees in graphic and pictorial form. 
He has and likes to use reading skills, listening skills, and 
visual translation abilities. A symbol or picture is worth 
a thousand words to this person. 
This type of learner prefers a presentation that has sub­
stance, is rational, and is sequential in nature. He is able 
to extract main ideas from such an approach. Such a learner 
is not deterred by a dull lecturer if the material presented 
is well-organized and meaningful. This preference also in­
cludes deference to authority in a learning situation and a 
low tolerance for environmental distractions which could cause 
him to divert energy from the task at hand. 
Teaching approaches which utilize extensive reading, lec­
tures, audio-tapes, instructional phonograph records, and quiet 
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well-controlled environment appeal directly to people who 
exhibit a strong abstract sequential learning preference. 
The Abstract Random Learner (AR) 
The abstract random learner is distinguishable by his 
attention to human behavior and an extraordinary ability to 
sense and interpret "vibrations." He is attuned to nuances 
of atmosphere and mood. This type of learner associates the 
medium with the message. He ties a speaker's manner, de­
livery, and personality to the message being conveyed. In 
doing so, he evaluates a learning experience as a whole. 
The abstract random learner prefers to receive informa­
tion in an unstructured manner and is therefore comfortable 
in group discussions, activities which involve multi-sensory 
use, and busy environments. He seems to gather information 
and delay reaction. He then organizes material through re­
flection to get what he wants. 
This type of learner has strong preferences for short 
reading assignments followed by class activities, group dis­
cussions, lectures followed by discussion, group or team 
work, filmstrips with records, movies, television, and assign­
ments that permit reflection or "soaking" time. 
The Concrete Sequential Learner (CS) 
The concrete sequential learning preference is character­
ized by a finely tuned ability to derive information through 
direct, hands-on experience. This learner exhibits extra­
ordinary development of his five senses. 
Order and logical sequence of the if-then, premise-
conclusion variety are appreciated, as are touchable con­
crete materials. If a biology class is to be introduced to 
the parts of a flower, a plaster model handled by the teacher 
is insufficient for this learner. He wants to have a flower 
to take apart himself. 
This learner prefers step-by-step directions when con­
fronted with a learning situation. He is the one learner who 
not only looks for directions but follows them. He also likes 
clearly ordered presentations. The concrete sequential prefer­
ence learner will defer to authority and guidance in the learn­
ing environment and, like the abstract sequential learner, will 
not tolerate distraction. 
Materials that appeal to a person with a strong concrete 
sequential preference include: workbooks and lab manuals, lec­
tures accompanied by overhead transparencies, drawings or 
models, hands-on materials and equipment, programmed or com­
puter-assisted instruction, and well-structured field trips. 
The Concrete Random Learner (CR) 
The concrete random learning preference is characterized 
by an experimental attitude and accompanying behavior. Such 
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learners get the gist of ideas quickly and demonstrate the 
uncanny ability to make intuitive leaps in exploring unstruc­
tured problem-solving experiences. Occasionally, however, 
they also have insights and make leaps in structured situa­
tions. They are then chided for not showing their steps or 
for jumping to conclusions. 
Concrete random learners utilize the trial-and-error ap­
proach when acquiring information. They do not like cut-and-
dried procedures which deny them opportunities to find answers 
in their own ways- They also do not respond well to teacher 
intervention in their independent efforts. Like their abstract 
random companions these individuals function well in a stimulus-
rich environment. 
Teaching approaches that speak to the concrete random 
learner include games, simulations, independent study projects, 
optional reading assignments, problem-solving activities, 
and brief mini-lectures that set the stage for exploration (49). 
Learning style summary 
The concept of learning style is now new; however, the increased 
importance placed on learning style is new. Definitions of learning 
style vary, but a common element is an attempt to explain how learning 
best occurs. Not all are in agreement that learning style is important, 
yet many would agree with Owen Kieman: 
Student learning style challenges this premise (the tendency 
to apply a single approach to all students) and argues for an 
eclectic instructional program, one based upon a variety of 
techniques and structures reflecting the different ways that 
individual students acquire knowledge and skill (101). 
There are many inventories to determine learning style. The Gregorc 
Style Delineator was selected for use in this investigation. 
Summary 
Education, what's right and what's wrong with it, is at the fore­
front of discussion in the United States as it has never been before. 
A multitude of top level, national reports on education have been issued. 
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The most talked-about report, A Nation at Risk, claims that: 
If an unfriendly foreign power had attempted to impose on 
America the mediocre educational performance that exists today, 
we might well have viewed it as an act of war (83). 
Teacher performance evaluation is an important element in our at­
tempt to improve education. Evaluations of one type or another have 
taken place since the beginning of formal schooling. Evaluation is an 
on-going process. Evaluation may involve checklists, observations, 
critiques of materials produced, and judgments based upon growth of 
students. Many of the evaluation systems involve a process using part 
or all of the following steps: pre-observation conference, observation, 
analysis and strategy, supervision conference, and post-conference 
analysis. 
Evaluation is designed to improve instruction. It is meant to help 
teachers become better teachers. It is feared by some, because it is 
also used in termination proceedings. 
Learning style is an old/new phenomenon. Elements of learning style 
have been discussed since before the turn of the century, yet learning 
style as an important consideration in education has come into its own 
within the last 10 years. 
Basically, learning style is an attempt to ascertain how one learns 
best. Many propose discovering the learning style of pupils and then 
adapting the teaching to the student's learning style. Others think 
this would be a major mistake. Research has not provided a clear-cut 
answer to this dilemma. 
A multitude of inventories to ascertain learning style have been 
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developed. The Learning Style Inventoiry developed by the Dunns is the 
most widely used. Anthony Gregorc has developed an instrument for 
ascertaining the learning style of adults. Gregorc*s Style Delineator 
is based upon concrete/abstract and sequential/random dualities. 
This investigation is an attempt to answer some of the concerns 
expressed about education. Teacher performance evaluation will be 
examined to see what effect, if any, the learning style of the partici­
pant has upon the participant's evaluation of a videotaped teaching 
vignette and lesson plans developed to go along with the teaching 
segment. Other personal characteristics of the participant will also 
be investigated. 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODS 
Why do evaluators evaluate teachers differently? This investigation 
was designed to look for answers to this question. What effect, if any, 
will evaluators' learning style, evaluators' sex, evaluators' under­
graduate major, evaluators' administrative experience, or evaluators* 
educational position have upon teacher performance evaluations? 
Research Design 
The purpose of this investigation was to look for causes of the 
differences in teacher evaluations by multiple evaluators. An explora­
tory technique, causal-comparative design, was used in this study. 
This exploratory technique was used in collecting data which were 
analyzed to determine if differences in the evaluations are statisti­
cally significant. 
The causal-comparative method is useful in attempting to discover if 
possible causes for differences in teacher evaluations could be explained 
by the items identified as possible causes. It must be kept in mind that 
interpretations of causal-comparative findings are limited. The causal-
comparative design is a less rigorous design than is an experimental de­
sign. Despite the limitations, the causal-comparative method is useful 
for identifying possible causes of observed variations. When possible 
causes are found, they can give direction to later experimental studies 
that are designed and more likely to find clear-cut causes for the dif­
ferences in teacher evaluations by multiple evaluators. 
The Statistical Package for the Social Studies (SPSS) was used for 
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data processing (56). The first statistical treatment attempted was 
multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) using list-wise deletions. This 
standard delineation procedure was rejected due to the number of sub­
jects eliminated. In checking the data for the causes of the deletions, 
it was found that several subjects had failed to encode their response 
to one or more of the seventeen response items dealing with lesson plan 
analysis and their evaluation of the videotaped teaching lesson. Ques­
tions asked by the subjects following the data collection sessions would 
seem to indicate that items were skipped due to their being uncertain as 
to the response they wished to mark. This happened even though instruc­
tions indicated that the respondents were to answer all questions. 
Following the MANOVA, model building using step-wise forward regres­
sion was attempted. This approach was also rejected. The resulting data 
were not conclusive given the model implications. As part of the work­
shops, a second set of data had been collected on another teaching les­
son. When a model was built using these data as a "check", it was found 
that there was not agreement question-to-question or group-to-group. 
The SPSS statistical treatment finally selected for use was analysis 
of variance using pair-wise deletions. This treatment allowed for reten­
tion of subjects on all items except for the items omitted. Therefore, 
subjects were not eliminated for the items they had marked. 
Population 
The population for this study was comprised of 382 subjects, all 
involved in workshops on teacher performance evaluation. The subjects 
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attending teacher performance evaluation workshops and participating in 
this study were from Pennsylvania and New York. The first workshop was 
held at the Capital Area Intermediate Unit in Camp Hill, Pennsylvania, 
where 180 individuals participated. The second and third workshops were 
both at BOCES III in Dix Hills, New York, where 106 and 96 individuals 
participated. 
The data were collected on June 28, 1982; July 8, 1982; and August 
11, 1982. The dates, locations, and number of participants are recorded 
in Table 1. 
Table 1. Population, dates, and locations of data-gathering experiment 
Location Date Population 
Camp Hill, 
Pennsylvania 
June 28, 1982 180 
Dix Hills, 
New York 
July 8, 1982 106 
Dix Hills 
New York 
August 11, 1982 96 
Total 382 
The materials used in this study, the preinstructional materials, 
the videotaped instructional lesson, and the evaluative criteria instru­
ments were all developed by the Research Institute for Studies in Educa­
tion (RISE) at Iowa State University. The preinstructional materials 
and the videotaped instructional lesson had been developed by RISE for 
the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD). These 
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ASCD materials have subsequently been widely used throughout the country. 
However, at the time of this study, the materials had not been widely 
distributed. The ASCD materials include a lesson plan for the teaching 
session, a copy of a teacher-prepared student worksheet, and a videotaped 
art lesson all of which were used in this study. 
A workshop registration card had been developed for use with the 
workshops to gather other important data from the participants. The 
registration card provided the participant's sex, undergraduate major, 
administrative experience, and educational position. 
The Style Delineator developed by Gregorc (46) was used to deter­
mine the participant's learning style. The Style Delineator provides 
four scores that determine an individual's learning style. The four 
learning styles are concrete sequential (CS), abstract sequential (AS), 
abstract random (AR), and concrete random (CR). The instructions ac­
companying the Style Delineator indicate a style preference when any sub-
score equals 27 or more. In a telephone conversation, Gregorc (46) recom­
mended using an individual's highest score as an indicator of his or her 
learning style preference; he also suggested that individuals having 
identical high scores in more than one category be described as multi­
modal. Gregorc indicated that multi-modal scores should be expected, but 
should not be a large number and consideration should be given to elimi­
nating them from the study. The 17 multi-modal individuals were excluded. 
Procedures 
A simulated exercise in teacher performance evaluation was the 
format for this study. The simulation was part of the first day of a 
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workshop on teacher performance evaluation. Upon arrival at the teacher 
performance evaluation workshop, each participant was asked to fill out 
a registration card and provided with a packet of materials. The packet 
of materials contained the items needed for this study, other materials 
for the workshop, and items for the participants' use following the 
workshop. 
The workshop leader then spent approximately one hour introducing 
those in attendance to the current state of the art of teacher perform­
ance evaluation. After a short coffee break, a brief presentation of 
learning styles was held. This was followed by the administration of 
Gregorc's Style Delineator. The learning styles presentation, the 
administering of the Styles Delineator, and interpretation of the re­
sults to the participants took approximately 30 minutes. Participants -
retained the Style Delineator and were asked to transfer their style 
points to their registration card. The remainder of the morning was 
spent teaching the procedures to follow in the development of a teacher 
performance evaluation system. 
Following lunch, the participants were asked to provide an evalua­
tion of an art lesson. The presenter briefly explained the nature of 
the simulation, the materials and activities to be used, and the inter­
action requested. Participants were asked to take the art lesson pre-
instructional materials from their packet, to study these materials, and 
to evaluate them. The videotaped art lesson was then shown and the 
participants were asked to evaluate the lesson. The instructions given 
and the activities involved in evaluating the lesson plan and the 
34 
videotaped lesson took approximately one hour. Evaluations were en­
coded on a sheet to be machine scored with the participants retaining 
a copy of their responses. After the responses were collected, feed­
back was provided to the participants by the workshop leader. By re­
ferring to their responses, participants were able to review their 
ratings and compare them with the responses of other groups of workshop 
participants. Time was allowed for open discussion and comments from 
the participants regarding the rating scores. 
Between the first and second day of the workshops, the regis­
tration cards and answer sheets were checked. Missing items from 
the registration card were collected the second day. Items missing from 
the answer sheet were not sought because the participants had been in­
volved in an open discussion of the evaluation provided by others. 
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CHAPTER 4. FINDINGS 
Introduction 
In exploring why multiple evaluators evaluate teachers differ­
ently, 17 items were used to obtain a teacher's evaluation. The first 
seven items assessed dealt with lesson planning and were taken from 
the Instructional Plans and Materials Assessment Scale. The ten-item 
Teacher Performance Evaluation Assessment Scale was used to assess the 
teacher's performance from a videotaped teaching vignette. The Instruc­
tional Plans and Materials Assessment Scale and the Teacher Performance 
Evaluation Assessment Scale can be found in Appendix A. 
The characteristics of the subjects in this study, how they rated 
the 17 items used in determining the teacher's performance evaluation, 
and the significant main effects and interactions will be presented in 
this chapter. 
Participants in three teacher performance evaluation workshops were 
involved in this study. The workshops were held at the Capital Area 
Intermediate Unit in Camp Hill, Pennsylvania (June 28, 1982), where 180 
individuals participated in some phases of the workshop, BOCES III in 
Dix Hills, New York (July 8, 1982), where 106 participated, and again 
at BOCES III in Dix Hills, New York (August 11, 1982), where 96 partici­
pated. Of the 382 workshop participants, data from 312 individuals were 
used in this study. This information is summarized in Table 2. 
The shrink from 382 workshop participants to 312 included in this 
study can be explained by three factors. First, not all of the 382 
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Table 2. Locations and population of data-gathering experiment 
Number excluded „ , 
Number 
Location Number No ^val- included 
learning _. learning 
style style 
Canç Hill, 
Pennsylvania 180 1 11 6 162 
June 28, 1982 
Dix Hills, 
New York 106 3 17 7 79 
July 8, 1982 
Dix Hills, 
New York 96 6 15 4 71 
August 11, 1982 
Total 382 10 43 17 312 
individuals participated in all phases of the workshop. Some had com­
mitments that only allowed partial participation, such as work and vaca­
tion time. Second, participation in this study was voluntary. Any 
workshop participant could exclude him/herself from this study by not 
handing in his/her learning style scores or his/her teacher performance 
evaluations. These two items accounted for a reduction of 53 subjects. 
Third, 17 were excluded by the researcher upon the advice of Anthony 
Gregorc (47), the author of the Style Delineator. These individuals 
had identical high scores on two or more learning styles and were 
therefore multi modal. 
The data were analyzed by means of analysis of variance using pair-
wise deletions from the Statistical Package for the Social Studies 
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(SPSS) (56). Where statistically significant differences were found 
for learning style, the Tukey's HSD (honestly significant difference) 
test was used as a post-test to further isolate the difference (66). 
HSD = q 
a,v 
MS 
error 
N n 
As the ns in the treatment levels were not equal, harmonic ns, n, were 
determined and used (66). 
n = 
Following a description of the sample, the findings will be dis­
cussed in this chapter. Tables displaying data lacking statistical 
significance have been placed in Appendix B. 
Description of the Sample 
The participants in this study were presented in Table 2. Learning 
styles were the first of several subject characteristics examined. 
Learning styles were obtained by the Gregorc Style Delineator (46). It 
was found that 173 individuals or 55.4 percent were concrete sequential 
learners (CS), 36 or 11.5 percent were abstract sequential learners (AS), 
54 or 17.3 percent were abstract random learners (AR), and 49 or 15.7 
percent were concrete random (CR) learners. This information is shown in 
Table 3. Table 4 shows that 229 or 73.4 percent of the participants 
were males and that 83 or 26.6 percent were females. 
Five categories of undergraduate preparation were identified as 
possible causes of variance in teacher performance evaluation. Education 
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Table 3. Learning style of participants 
Learning style Number Percent 
Concrete Sequential (CS) 173 55.4 
Abstract Sequential (AS) 36 11.5 
Abstract Random (AR) 54 17.3 
Concrete Random (CR) 49 15.7 
Total 312 100.0 
Table 4. Sex of participants 
Sex Number Percent 
Males 229 73.4 
Females 83 26.6 
Total 312 100.0 
was listed by 91 or 29.2 percent of the participants as their under­
graduate major. English or speech was listed by 38 or 12.2 percent, 
mathematics or science by 38 or 12.2 percent, social studies by 75 or 
24.0 percent, and all other undergraduate majors by 70 or 22.4 percent. 
Table 5 recounts this information. 
Administrative experience was also checked as a possible cause of 
variance in teacher performance evaluations. Three year intervals of 
experience were used except for those just starting, one year experience 
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Table 5. Undergraduate major of participants 
Major Number Percent 
Education 91 29.2 
English/speech 38 12.2 
Mathematics/science 38 12.2 
Social Studies 75 24.0 
Others 70 22.4 
Total 312 100.0 
or less, and for those with 17 or more years of administrative experi­
ence. Those just starting, one year experience or less, were the small­
est group with 25 or 8.0 percent, while the next group, two to four 
years experience, was the largest, 64 or 20.5 percent. The complete 
breakdown by administrative experience is shown in Table 6. 
Table 6. Administrative experience of participants 
Years experience Number Percent 
0- 1 25 8.0 
2- 4 64 20.5 
5- 7 47 15.1 
8-10 60 19.2 
11-13 37 11.9 
14-16 29 9.3 
17 up 50 16.0 
Total 312 100.0 
40 
Principals generally have front-line responsibility for teacher 
evaluation. Table 7 shows that 142 individuals identified themselves 
as principals, while 170 identified themselves as having other educa­
tional responsibilities. Most of these were supervisors, directors or 
assistant superintendents. 
Table 7. Educational position of participants 
Position Number Percent 
Principal 142 45.5 
Other 170 54.5 
Total 312 100.0 
The possibility of learning style having an effect upon teacher 
performance evaluation was the main thrust of this investigation. 
Interactions of learning style and the other characteristics of the 
participants were computed. The interaction between learning style and 
sex is the only interaction that showed any significance and is pre­
sented in Table 8. All others are displayed in Appendix B. Learning 
styles that involved sequential organization show a smaller percent of 
females than males: CS males-57.2 percent, females 50.6 percent, AS 
males 12.2 percent, females 9.6 percent. Learning styles involving 
random organization show females having a larger percent than males: 
AR males 16.6 percent, females 19.3 percent, CR males 14.0 percent, 
females 20.5 percent. Males and females both had the largest group 
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Table 8. Learning style of participants classified by gender 
Sex CS AS AR CR Total 
Male 131 28 38 32 229 
Row Percent 57.4 12.2 16.6 14.0 
Total Percent 42.0 9.0 12.2 10.3 73.4 
Female 42 8 16 17 83 
Row Percent 50.6 9.6 19.3 20.5 
Total Percent 13.5 2.6 5.1 5.4 26.6 
Total 173 36 54 49 312 
Percent 55.4 11.5 17.3 15.7 100.0 
being CS learners with AS learners being the smallest group. 
Assessment of Lesson Plans and Teacher Performance 
The seven-item Instructional Plans and Materials Assessment Scale 
and the ten-item Teacher Performance Evaluation Assessment Scale (Ap­
pendix A) were uses to assess lesson plans and teacher performance-
Each of the seventeen items has been shortened to a single word or short 
phrase for reporting in table form. The lesson plans and teaching 
vignette used were taken from an art lesson in the materials prepared 
for the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development by the 
Research Institute for Studies in Education at Iowa State University. 
An art lesson was selected in an attempt to present materials to the 
participants that they could evaluate without undue emphasis upon the age 
of the student subjects in the vignette. The art lesson selected was 
developed to show a teacher doing a poor job. This is reflected by the 
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mean ratings on each of the seventeen items (Table 9). Only one item 
had a mean rating above 3.0 and 4.0 is generally regarded as the 
standard for an acceptable job of teaching. 
Table 9. Means, standard deviations, and number of respondents for the 
seventeen items used in determining the teacher's performance 
evaluation 
Evaluation item X S.D. N 
Lesson Plan Assessment 
Objectives 3.34 1.11 301 
Content 2.90 1.10 297 
Procedures 2.64 1.12 298 
Cognitive levels 2.58 1.09 301 
Student differences 2.05 1.05 297 
Rates of learning 1.99 1.01 300 
Evaluation 1.97 1.08 298 
Teacher. Perfomance Assessment 
Communication 2.11 0.35 289 
Organization 2.79 0.56 281 
Content 1.80 1.12 283 
Capabilities 1.96 0.72 281 
Feedback 1.85 0.72 284 
Setting 2.45 0.76 289 
Personal organization 2.35 0.53 282 
Organizes students 2.28 0.60 283 
Student work habits 2-06 0.65 280 
Student self-discipline 2.13 0.89 283 
Analysis of Variance Between Groups 
Using Pair-wise Deletions 
An analysis of variance test was conducted using each of the seventeen 
items from the teacher performance evaluation instrument as the dependent 
variables and the 5 items (learning style, sex, undergraduate major, 
administrative experience, and educational position) as the independent 
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variables. Interactions between learning style and the other main ef­
fect items (sex, undergraduate major, administrative experience, and 
educational position) were also tested. The results of these tests are 
reported in table form in Appendix B. 
Significant items from the above-mentioned tables are summarized 
in Table 10. The main effects of learning style and sex each had six 
items that proved to be significant. All other main effects (under­
graduate major, administrative experience, and educational position) 
failed to show significance. Only two interactions, both between learn­
ing style and sex, showed significance. 
The first seven items in the teacher performance evaluation instru­
ment dealt with lesson plan analysis and the last ten items dealt with 
the teacher's presentation of the lesson to the learner. For learning 
style, four of the seven items dealing with lesson plan analysis—objec­
tives, procedures, student differences, and rates of learning—showed 
significance at the .05 or better level. Providing for student dif­
ferences was significant at the .01 level. In lesson presentation, only 
setting and student self-discipline were significant, both at the .05 
level. When gender of the evaluator was considered, content was the 
only item significant (p<.05) in lesson plan analysis. Capabilities 
and setting were significant at the .05 level and feedback, personal 
organization, and student self-discipline were significant at the .01 
level when gender differences in rating performances were considered. 
The interaction between learning style and sex showed significance for 
two items in presentation of the lesson, content (p<.05) and student 
Table 10. Summary of items showing significance 
Independent variables 
Dependent variables Learn- Under- Adminis- Educa-
ing Sex graduate trative tional Interactions 
style major experience position 
Lesson Plan Assessment 
Objectives .05 
Content 
Procedures .05 
Cognitive levels 
Student differences .01 
Rates of learning .05 
Evaluation 
Teacher Performance Assessment 
Communication 
Organization 
Content 
Capabilities 
Feedback 
Setting 
Personal organization 
Organizes students 
Student work habits 
Student self-discipline 
LSXSex .05 
.05 
.01 
.05 .05 
.01 
LSXSex .01 
.05 .01 
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work habits (p<.01). Again, tables displaying all of the main effects 
and the interactions are in Appendix B. 
Significant Main Effects 
Ten of the seventeen dependent variable items dealing with teacher 
performance evaluation were significant for either learning style or 
sex of the evaluator. Two of the ten, setting and student self-
discipline, were significant for both. Assessment items classified 
by learning style showing significance were submitted to a post-test 
using Tukey's HSD (honestly significant differences) test for further 
analysis. Sex, having only two choices, male or female, was not sub­
mitted to any post-test. 
Obi ectives 
The lesson plan question, "The learning is stated in terms of what 
the student will be able to do after mastery of the educational objec­
tive (s) ," vas significant at the .05 level for learning style. Table 
11 gives the means (X), standard deviation, and number for CS, AS, AR, 
Table 11. Learning style means and standard deviations for objectives 
(N=301). "The learning is stated in terms of what the stu­
dent will be able to do after mastery of the educational 
objective(s)"^ 
Learning Style X S.D. N 
Concrete Sequential 3.39 1.11 169 
Abstract Sequential 2.97 1.03 34 
Abstract Random 3.14 1.02 51 
Concrete Random 3.62 1.19 47 
^ = 2.71, F<.05. 
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and CR learning styles. As pair-wise deletion was used, 301 of the 
312 subjects were included. This means that eleven individuals did 
not respond to this item. Tukey's HSD test shows that the mean rat­
ings of CR learners (3.62) was significantly higher (p<.01) than the 
mean ratings of AS learners (2.97). This is reported in Table 12. 
Table 12. Tukey's HSD test for learning style/objectives, difference 
among means 
LS AS AR CS CR 
X 2.97 3.14 3.39 3.62 
AS 2.97 .17 .42 .65** 
AR 3.14 .25 .48 
CS 3.39 .23 
CR 3.62 
**p<.01, .619. 
Content 
"Content, materials and media selected are appropriate vehicles 
for teaching the objectives of the lesson," deals with lesson plans and 
varied significantly by sex of the evaluator (p<.05). It can be seen 
in Table 13 that the mean response for males was higher than the mean 
Table 13. Sex means and standard deviations for content (N=297). 
"Content, materials and media selected are appropriate ve­
hicles for teaching the objectives of the lesson"^ 
Sex X S.D. N 
Males 2.99 1.08 220 
Females 2.64 1.15 77 
ap = 3.94, F<.05. 
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response for females. Fifteen participants did not respond to this 
item. 
Procedures 
Learning style showed significance at the .05 level for the lesson 
plan question, "The designated instructional procedures are appropriate 
to accomplish lesson objectives." The means, standard deviation, and 
number are reported in Table 14. Fourteen participants failed to re­
spond to this question. Tukey's HSD (Table 15) shows that the mean 
Table 14. Learning style means and standard deviations for procedures 
(N=298). "The designated instructional procedures are 
appropriate to accomplish lesson objectives"^ 
Learning Style X S.D. N 
Concrete Sequential 2.64 1.12 168 
Abstract Sequential 2.56 1.08 34 
Abstract Random 2.32 1.08 50 
Concrete Random 3.07 1.06 46 
®F = 2.66, F<. 05. 
Table 15. Tukey's HSD test for learning style-procedures. difference 
among means 
LS AR AS CS CR 
X 2.32 2.56 2.64 3.07 
AR 2.32 .24 .32 ..75** 
AS 2.56 .08 .51* 
CS 2.64 .43 
OR 3.07 
*p<.05, .497. 
**p<.01, .619. 
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ratings of CR learners (3.07) was significantly higher than the mean 
ratings of AR learners (2.32) at the .01 level and significantly higher 
than the mean ratings of AS learners (2.56) at the .05 level. 
Student differences 
Significance at the .01 level was found for the lesson plan ques­
tion, "Differences in student capabilities are evidenced in the planning 
of instruction," when ratings were categorized by learning style. In 
Table 16, it is noted that 15 individuals did not respond to this ques­
tion. Table 17 points out that Tukey's HSD found that the mean ratings 
of AR learners (1.67) were significantly lower than the mean ratings 
Table 16. Learning style means and standard deviations for student 
differences (N=297). "Differences in student capabilities 
are evidenced in the planning of instruction"^ 
Learning style X S.D. N 
Concrete Sequential 2.09 1.06 169 
Abstract Sequential 2.19 1.15 32 
Abstract Random 1.67 .93 51 
Concrete Random 2.27 .99 45 
^ = 4.19, F<.01. 
Table 17. Tukey's HSD test for learning style/student differences, 
difference among means 
LS AR CS AS CR 
X 1.67 2.09 2.19 2.27 
AR 1.67 .42 .52* .60** 
CS 2.09 .10 .18 
AS 2.19 .08 
CR 2.27 
*p<.05, .48. 
**p<.01, .60. 
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of CR learners (2.27) at the .01 level and significantly lower than the 
mean ratings of AS learners (2.19) at the .05 level. 
Rates of learning 
The final lesson plan question showing significance was, "Indi­
vidual rates of learning are provided for within the instructional 
plan." Learning style was significant at .05. Twelve subjects failed 
to respond to this question (Table 18). Tukey's HSD is shown in Table 
19. CR learners' mean ratings (2.26) were significantly higher than 
Table 18. Learning style means and standard deviations for rates of 
learning (N=300). "Individual rates of learning are pro­
vided for within the instructional plan"^ 
Learning style X S.D. N 
Concrete Sequential 1.99 1.05 168 
Abstract Sequential 2.00 .95 34 
Abstract Random 1.73 .85 51 
Concrete Random 2.26 1.05 47 
= 2.72, F<.05. 
Table 19. Tukey's HSD test for learning style/rates of learning, dif­
ference among means 
LS AR CS AS CR 
X 1.73 1.99 2.00 2.26 
AR 1.73 .26 .27 .53* 
CS 1.99 .01 .27 
AS 2.00 .26 
CR 2.26 
*p<.05, .48. 
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AR learners' mean ratings (1.73) at the .05 level. 
Capabilities 
The first of the items dealing with the teacher's presentation of 
the lesson to show significance was the question, "The teacher identi­
fies capabilities of students." Ratings classified by gender were sig­
nificant at the .05 level. As shown in Table 20, data were not avail­
able for 31 participants and again the mean score for males was higher 
than for females. 
Table 20. Sex means and standard deviations for capabilities 
"The teacher identifies capabilities of students" 
(N=281). 
Sex X S.D. N 
Males 2.00 .72 211 
Females 1.86 .71 70 
*F = : 4.12, F<.05. 
Feedback 
Sex differences were again significant, this time at the .01 
level, for the question, "The teacher provides students with signifi­
cant oral, evaluative feedback." Table 21 shows that once again the 
mean response for males was higher than the mean response for females. 
All but 28 participants responded to this question. 
Setting 
The first item dealing with the teacher's presentation of the 
lesson to show significance for learning style was the question, "The 
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Table 21. Sex means and standard deviations for feedback (N=284). 
"The teacher provides students with significant oral, 
evaluative feedback"^ 
Sex X S.D. N 
Males 1.93 .73 214 
Females 1.60 .62 70 
^ = 14.67, F<.01. 
teacher organizes the educational setting." This was significant at 
the .05 level. This question also had .05 significance for gender of 
the evaluator. Usable data for both learning style and sex were avail­
able from 289 of the 312 participants. Table 22 gives the means. 
Table 22. Learning style means and standard deviations for setting 
(N=289). "The teacher organizes the educational setting"^ 
Learning style X S.D. N 
Concrete Sequential 2.54 .75 160 
Abstract Sequential 2.27 .67 33 
Abstract Random 2.24 .76 51 
Concrete Random 2.51 .79 45 
= 3.08, F<.05. 
standard deviation, and number of respondents for each learning style 
category. The mean rating for males was higher than the mean rating 
for females (Table 23). Tukey's HSD (Table 24) did not validate or 
explain the significant difference regarding styles as none of the 
comparisons were significant at the .05 level. 
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Table 23. Sex means and standard deviations for setting (N=289). 
"The teacher organizes the educational setting"^ 
Sex X S.D. N 
Males 2.51 .54 213 
Females 2.28 .42 69 
^ = 4.66, F< .05. 
Table 24. Tukey's HSD test for learning s tyle/setting. difference 
among means 
LS AR AS CR CS 
X 2.24 2.27 2.51 2.54 
AR 2.24 .03 .27 .30 
AS 2.27 .24 -27 
CR 2.51 .03 
CS 2.54 
%<.05, .35. 
Personal organization 
Ratings of the criterion, "The teacher demonstrates evidence of 
personal organization," brought forth significant differences for sex 
at the .01 level for the 213 males and 69 females from whom data were 
used. Once again (Table 25), it can be seen that the males' mean 
response was higher than the females' mean response. 
Table 25. Sex means and standard deviations for personal organization 
(N=282). "The teacher demonstrates evidence of personal 
organization"^ 
Sex X S.D. N 
Males 2.42 .54 213 
Females 2.13 .42 69 
ap = 13.55, F<.01. 
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Student self-discipline 
The final item dealing with the teacher's presentation of the 
lesson was significant at the .05 level for learning style and at the 
.01 level for sex. This question was, "The teacher promotes self-
discipline and responsibility." All but 29 of the 312 participants 
had usable data for both learning style and sex. The breakdown for 
learning style is presented in Table 26. As was true in all significant 
Table 25. Learning style means and standard deviations for student 
self-discipline (N=283)• "The teacher promotes self-
discipline and responsibility"^ 
Learning style X S.D. N 
Concrete Sequential 2.24 .91 157 
Abstract Sequential 2.22 .83 32 
Abstract Random 1.80 .76 50 
Concrete Random 2.09 .88 44 
= 2.78, F<.05. 
comparisons between males and females, the mean rating of males was 
higher than the mean rating of females (Table 27). Tukey's BSD test 
Table 27. Sex means and standard deviations for students self-
discipline (N=283). "The teacher promotes self-discipline 
and responsibility"^ 
Sex X S.D. N 
Males 2.23 
00 CO 
213 
Females 1.84 00
 
w
 
70 
^ = 10.49, F<.01. 
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found that the mean ratings of AR learners (1.80) was significantly 
lower than the mean ratings of CS learners (2.24) and AS learners 
(2.22) at the .05 level (Table 28). 
Table 28. Tukey's BSD test for learning style/student discipline, 
difference among means 
LS AR CR AS CS 
X 1.80 2.09 2.22 2.24 
AR 1.80 .29 .42* .44* 
CR 2.09 .13 .15 
AS 2.22 .02 
CS 2.24 
*p<.05, .398. 
Significant Interactions 
Interactions of learning style with each of the other four main 
effects were computed. Only two interactions, both between learning 
style and sex were found to be significant. While 8 of the 17 depend­
ent variables, teacher performance evaluation items, had shown signifi­
cance for learning style or sex, and two dependent variables for both 
learning style and sex, the two interactions that were significant did 
not match with any of the items that were significant main effects. 
Content 
The interaction between learning style and sex was significant at 
the .05 level for the criterion, "The teacher demonstrates ability to 
select appropriate learning content." Table 29 shows that the mean 
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Table 29. Means and standard deviations for the interaction between 
learning style and sex for content (N=283). "The teacher 
demonstrates ability to select appropriate learning content" 
cs ^ 
Males X 1.79 2.04 1.42 2.03 1.79 
S.D. 1.11 1.13 .91 1.22 1.11 
N 120 27 36 31 214 
Females X 2.06 1.50 1.93 1.23 1.82 
S.D. 1.28 1.22 1.03 .60 1.15 
N 35 6 15 13 69 
ap = 3.13, F<.05. 
ratings for learning style by sex have the opposite relationship with 
the overall mean for the sex. In other words, CS males were at the male 
mean while CS females were above the female mean; AS males were above 
the male mean and AS females were below the female mean; AR males were 
below the male mean and AR females were above the female mean; and CR 
males were above the male mean and CR females were below the female mean. 
Perhaps this is best shown in Figure 1. It can also be seen that the 
male means were higher than the female means for those with AS and CR 
learning styles and that the female means were higher than the male 
means for those with CS and AR learning styles. 
Student work habits 
Significance at the .01 level was found for the interaction be­
tween learning style and gender for the question, "The teacher helps 
students develop efficient learning skills and work habits." AS males 
had the highest mean rating for male learning styles while AS females 
had the lowest mean rating for female learning styles. CR males had 
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Figure 1. Learning style means by sex for content 
the lowest mean rating for male learning styles and CR females had the 
highest mean rating for female learning styles. CS males and females 
both had the second highest mean rating for their sex*s learning style 
while AR was third for both sexes. This is shown in Table 30 and in 
Figure 2. 
Table 30. Means and standard deviations for the interaction between 
learning style and sex for student work habits (N=284). 
"The teacher helps students develop efficient learning 
skills and work habits"^ 
Sex CS AS AR CR 
Total 
X 2.13 2.17 2-03 1.89 2.09 
S.D. . 66 .64 .62 .63 .65 
N 123 24 35 28 210 
X 2.00 1.50 1.80 2.29 1.97 
S.D. .59 .55 .68 .61 .64 
N 35 6 15 14 70 
Males 
Females 
^ = 3.92, F<.01. 
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Figure 2. Learning style means by sex for student work habits 
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CHAPTER 5. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The primary purpose of this study was to determine the effects, or 
bias, an individual's learning style has upon their evaluations of 
teachers. Additional attributes of evaluators : sex, undergraduate major, 
administrative experience, and educational position were also checked. 
To accomplish this end, data were collected from 382 individuals attend­
ing teacher evaluation workshops in Pennsylvania and New York. Usable 
data were obtained from 312 individuals. Because reasons for differences 
in evaluation were being sought, the research design was causal-compara­
tive. 
Data were analyzed by using the SPSS program. The statistical 
treatment used was analysis of variance using pair-wise deletions. This 
treatment was selected because some subjects had responded to most ques­
tions but had failed to respond to all questions. By using pair-wise 
deletions, as opposed to list-wise deletions, these subjects were not 
eliminated. When statistically significant differences were found for 
learning style, the Tukey's HSD test was used as a post-test in order to 
isolate the differences. 
Conclusions 
Five hypotheses were formulated to provide direction to this study. 
The findings of this study are listed specifically in Chapter 4. In a 
more general sense, the significant results of this study were: 
1. There were not sufficient statistically significant differences 
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found to support the conclusion that evaluators' learning style 
is related to their teacher performance appraisal ratings. How­
ever, four of seven lesson plan analysis items were related to 
evaluators' learning styles and two of ten teaching performance 
items were related to evaluators' learning style. In general, 
the results support the following conclusions: 
A. Teacher evaluators who were concrete random (CR) learners 
rated the lesson plan of the videotaped teacher signifi­
cantly higher than did abstract sequential (AS) learners on 
the criteria, "The learning is stated in terms of what the 
student will be able to do after mastery of the educational 
objective(s)." 
B. CR learners rated the lesson plan significantly higher than 
abstract random (AR) and AS learners on the criteria, "The 
designated instructional procedures are appropriate to ac­
complish lesson objectives." 
C. Both CR and AS learners rated the lesson plan significantly 
higher than AR learners on the criteria, "Differences in 
student capabilities are evidenced in the planning of 
instruction." 
D. CR learners rated the lesson plan significantly higher than 
AR learners on the criteria, "Individual rates of learning 
are provided for within the instructional plan." 
E. Teacher evaluators differed significantly on how they rated 
the teacher on the criteria, "The teacher organizes the 
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educational setting," but Tukey's HSD post-test did not 
isolate the direction of the differences. 
F. Both concrete sequential (CS) learners and AS learners 
rated the performance of the videotaped teacher signifi­
cantly higher than did AR learners on the criteria, "The 
teacher promotes self-discipline and responsibility." 
2. There were not sufficient differences found to support a 
conclusion that evaluators' sex is related to their teacher 
performance appraisal ratings. Six of the 17 items used to 
determine the appraisal rating showed gender differences 
which were significant. One of the six was in the area of 
lesson plan analysis; the other five were in the area of 
teaching performance. In all significant cases, ratings by 
male teacher evaluators were higher than those of females. 
The one criterion showing significance for lesson planning 
and the five criteria showing significance for performance 
(by gender) of the videotaped teacher were: 
A. "Content, materials and media selected are appropriate 
vehicles for teaching the objectives of the lesson." 
B. "The teacher identifies capabilities' of students." 
C. "The teacher provides students with significant oral, 
evaluative feedback." 
D. "The teacher organizes the educational setting." 
E. "The teacher demonstrates evidence of personal organiza­
tion . " 
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F. "The teacher promotes self-discipline and responsibility." 
3. When the teacher performance appraisal items were analyzed ac­
cording to the undergraduate preparation (undergraduate major) 
of the subjects, there were no significant differences found. 
Undergraduate major did not prove to be related to the teacher 
performance appraisal ratings. 
4. When the teacher performance appraisal items were analyzed ac­
cording to the administrative experience of the subjects, there 
were no significant differences found. The postulated relation­
ship between teacher performance appraisal ratings and adminis­
trative experience of the appraiser could not be substantiated. 
5. When the teacher performance appraisal items were analyzed ac­
cording to the job position (educational position) of the sub­
jects, there were no significant differences found. Again, the 
postulated relationship between teacher performance appraisal 
ratings and job position of the appraiser could not be sub­
stantiated. 
Limitations 
There were limitations on this study that should be noted. The 
data for this study were gathered in the states of Pennsylvania and 
New York. The results would therefore have a strong East Coast flavor. 
Both states have a long history of litigation centering on teacher ap­
praisal practices. The participants in the study were involved in work­
shops for the improvement of teacher evaluations in their districts. 
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This would indicate that the participants had a high interest in teacher 
performance appraisal. The data were gathered during the summer vaca­
tion months. For this study, this proved to be a limiting factor as 
scheduled vacations away from school work caused several participants to 
have only partial participation in the workshops and in this study. 
The data gathered were based upon an art lesson that was, by design, 
a very poor teaching performance. The observation of the teacher before 
the class of students was on videotape. This allowed all participants 
to evaluate the same sequence of events. However, the fact that this 
was a poor example of teaching, was an art lesson, and was only one 
observation of the teacher all would be limitations. The same can be 
said for the fact that this was a simulation. A simulation allows 
access by many to the same identical teaching act, yet a simulation is 
removed from the real everyday world of teacher performance evaluation. 
Discussion 
The major premise for this study was that teacher performance ap­
praisal ratings would be related to the evaluator^s learning style. 
While the research findings did not validate this conclusion, it is 
interesting to note that four of seven lesson plan analysis items were 
significant when analyzed according to the subjects' learning style. In 
all four, CR learners rated the lesson plan the highest. CR learners are 
characterized by an experimental attitude and can make intuitive leaps in 
exploring unstructured problem-solving experiments. The lesson used in 
this study could be described as a poor lesson, with the lack of struc­
ture being one of the major problems. Does this suggest that CR 
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learners look at lesson plans differently and are not as critical of 
a lack of structure? This question cannot be answered by this study, 
but is a matter to consider. It can also be noted that AR learners 
provided the lowest ratings in four of the items that showed signifi­
cance. Is a trend suggested by CR learners having a propensity to 
rate higher and AR learners rating lower? This suggests a possibility 
for further investigation. 
When rating difference arose and sex was the distinguishing factor, 
females rated the item lower than did males. This would seem to indi­
cate that female evaluators are more critical evaluators, but again the 
overall evidence was not strong enough to make this conclusion without 
undue concern. Again, a tendency may be suggested that might be worthy 
of further consideration. If, in fact, females are more critical evalu­
ators, would more critical evaluations result if more females were placed 
in roles where they were responsible for evaluations? Or, would the 
placement of a greater number of females in evaluation roles change this 
critical factor? These are not questions answered by this investigation, 
but instead are new questions raised by this study. 
Undergraduate major, administrative experience, and educational 
position were all used to analyze the evaluations of the participants 
in this study. Significant differences were not found on any of the 17 
teacher performance evaluation criteria for any of these three variables. 
This does not mean that undergraduate major, administrative experience, 
nor educational position are not important factors, but that they were 
not significant factors in performance appraisal as measured in this 
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study. Often these are considered as important factors in the appoint­
ment of individuals to positions where they will be responsible for 
teacher evaluations. The results of this study would seem to suggest• 
that these are not as important as they have often been considered to 
be. 
The interaction of learning style with the other four main effect 
variables: sex, undergraduate major, administrative experience, and 
educational position, only produced two items that were significant. 
Both of the significant interactions were between learning style and 
sex. The two interactions did not suggest any trends. 
Recommendations 
For practice 
The use of videotaped teaching vignettes is a common practice in 
teacher evaluation workshops and in educational administration classes. 
These allow multiple evaluators to observe and evaluate the same lesson 
in a short period of time. This study was limited to one teaching 
vignette and one which was intentionally selected to represent poor 
teaching. It would appear that in practice it would be important to 
use more than one teaching vignette, and for the vignettes to show a 
variety of teaching performances. Another suggestion would be to 
use multiple vignettes of the same teacher teaching different lessons at 
different times. 
It was hoped that this study would produce information about evalu­
ators that contribute to their differences in evaluations, with this 
information, in turn, being useful in the training of evaluators so that 
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the differences in evaluations could be minimi zed. This study did not 
produce such information, but did suggest some tendencies. An analysis 
of the evaluators' learning style suggests the possibility of CR 
learners having a tendency to rate higher and AR learners to rate lower. 
If this is indeed a possibility, evaluators can guard against, or at 
least recognize this, in their evaluations. Second, it appears that 
female evaluators were more critical evaluators, evaluating the teaching 
vignette lower than their male counterparts. Therefore, if this is a 
valid notion, critical evaluations could be increased by increasing the 
number of female evaluators. However, by increasing the relative number 
of female evaluators, this tendency might not hold true. An increased 
number of female evaluators in an effort to produce more critical evalu­
ations would have to be carefully monitored to be certain that the 
desired effect was being achieved. 
For research 
From this study, it could not be concluded that learning style plays 
an important factor in the evaluation of teachers. However, some in­
sights were gained. Further investigation might validate the relation­
ships noted and point to important factors for consideration in teacher 
evaluation. For example, this study did not attempt to compare the 
learning style of the evaluater and the learning style of the teacher. 
A study designed to investigate the possibility of a relationship exist­
ing between the learning style of the evaluator and the learning style 
of the teacher and the performance ratings given could prove to be in­
sightful. 
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This study also suggests that the sex of the evaluator can play a 
role in how critically they evaluate. The results were not conclusive, 
but could indicate the need for further investigation into the role 
played by the sex of the evaluator. 
As in many studies, the response mode for this study was a Likert-
type response mode. The participants responded with finite ratings of 
whole numbers to the teacher performance evaluation items. This 
forced-choice rating based upon descripters provided may not have repre­
sented the evaluators' true feelings. Perhaps a rating between two 
evaluation points would have been more appropriate and would have been 
chosen. This study might have been improved if the participants had 
been allowed to choose responses between two levels of performance and 
not have been restricted to making a forced choice of a finite point. 
It should be remembered that learning style is a relatively new 
concept. This study was not a longitudinal study and a longitudinal 
study of the effects of learning style on teacher performance evalua­
tion could help clarify if there are any learning style biases in 
teacher performance evaluation. The whole concept of learning styles 
lends itself to research possibilities. Among the possibilities are: 
does the learning style of the teacher effect the performance of the 
teacher, do administrators with the same learning style as the teacher 
being evaluated evaluate the teacher higher, does matching learning 
style of a teacher and evaluator change the evaluation of the teacher, 
and is there a preferred learning style for administrators and other 
teacher evaluators? 
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Table Bl. Analysis of variance with pair-wise deletions, learning 
style the independent variable and teacher performance 
evaluation (TPE) the dependent variable (N=312) 
TPE df F ratio F probability 
1. Objective 3 2.71* 0.05 
2. Content 3 1.57 0.20 
3. Procedures 3 2.66* 0.05 
4. Cognitive levels 3 1.25 0.29 
5. Student differences 3 4.19** 0.01 
6. Rates of learning 3 2.72* 0.05 
7. Evaluation 3 1.47 0.22 
8. Communication 3 1.53 0.21 
9. Organization 3 0.26 0.85 
10. Content 3 - 1.11 •0.34 
11. Capabilities 3 1.15 0.33 
12. Feedback 3 1.01 0.34 
13. Setting 3 3.08* 0.03 
14. Personal organization 3 0.11 0.95 
15. Organizes students 3 1.01 0.39 
16. Student work habits 3 1.08 0.36 
17. Student self-discipline 3 2.78* 0.04 
*F < .05. 
**F < .01. 
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Table B2. Analysis of variance with pair-wise deletions, sex the inde­
pendent variable and teacher performance evaluation (TPE) 
the dependent variable (N=312) 
TPE df F ratio F probability 
1. Objective 1 0.00 0.98 
2. Content 1 3.94* 0.05 
3. Procedures 1 0.04 0.84 
4. Cognitive levels 1 0.76 0.38 
5. Student differences 1 1.19 0.28 
5. Rates of learning 1 0.00 0.95 
7. Evaluation 1 0.29 0.59 
8. Coamunication 1 0.14 0.71 
9. Organization 1 2.57 0.11 
10. Content 1 0.15 0.70 
11. Capabilities 1 4.12* 0.04 
12. Feedback 1 14.67** 0.00 
13. Setting 1 4.66* 0.03 
14. Personal organization 1 13.55** 0.00 
15. Organizes students 1 0.81 0.37 
16. Student work habits 1 3.59 0.06 
17. Student self-discipline 1 10.49** 0.00 
*F < .05. 
**F < .01. 
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Table B3. Analysis of variance with pair-wise deletions, undergradu­
ate major the independent variable and teacher performance 
evaluation (TPE) the dependent variable (N=312) 
TPE df F ratio F probability 
1. Objective 4 0.82 0.51 
2. Content 4 0.32 0.86 
3. Procedures 4 0.34 0.85 
4. Cognitive levels 4 0.80 0.52 
5. Student differences 4 0.45 0.77 
6. Rates of learning 4 0.13 0.97 
6. Rates of learning 4 0.13 0.97 
7. Evaluation 4 0.16 0.97 
8. Communication 4 1.50 0.20 
9. Organization 4 0.96 0.43 
10. Content 4 0.65 0.63 
11. Capabilities 4 0.03 1.00 
12. Feedback 4 1.03 0.39 
13. Setting 4 1.07 0.37 
14. Personal organization 4 1.00 0.41 
15. Organizes students 4 1.20 0.31 
16. Student work habits 4 1.33 0.26 
17. Student self-discipline 4 0.23 0.92 
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Table B4. Analysis of variance with pair-wise deletions, administra­
tive experience the independent variable and teacher per­
formance evaluation (TPE) the dependent variable (N=312) 
TPE df F ratio F probability 
1. Objective 6 1.19 0.31 
2. Content 6 1.82 0.10 
3. Procedures 6 1.15 0.34 
4. Cognitive levels 6 0.62 0.71 
5. Student differences 6 1.53 0.17 
6. Rates of learning 6 0.92 0.48 
7. Evaluation 6 1.12 0.35 
8. Communication 6 1.23 0.29 
9. Organization 6 0.87 0.52 
10. Content 6 1.44 . 0.20 
11. Capabilities 6 1.90 0.08 
12. Feedback 6 0.56 0.76 
13. Setting 6 1.29 0.26 
14. Personal organization 6 1.59 0.15 
15. Organizes students 6 0.55 0.77 
16. Student work habits 6 0.43 0.86 
17. Student self-discipline 6 1.58 0.15 
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Table B5. Analysis of variance with pair^wise deletions, educational 
position the independent variable and teacher performance 
evaluation (TPE) the dependent variable (N=312) 
TPE df F ratio F probability 
1. Obj ective 1 1.35 0.25 
2. Content 1 0.43 0.51 
3. Procedures 1 0.54 0.46 
4. Cognitive levels 1 0.53 0.47 
5. Student differences 1 0.43 0.51 
6. Rates of learning 1 0.16 0.69 
7. Evaluation 1 0.33 0.57 
8. Communication 1 3.03 0.08 
9. Organization 1 0.00 0.97 
10. Content 1 0.02 0.89 
11. Capabilities 1 0.30 0.58 
12. Feedback 1 0.33 0.56 
13. Setting 1 0.93 0.33 
14. Personal organization 1 0.01 0.94 
15. Organizes students 1 0.23 0.63 
16. Student work habits 1 0,52 0.47 
17. Student self-discipline 1 0.02 0.88 
92 
Table B6. Analysis of variance with pair-wise deletions, the interac­
tion between learning style and sex the independent variable 
and teacher performance evaluation (TPE) the dependent vari­
able (N=312) 
TPE df F ratio F probability 
1. Obj ective 3 0.93 0.42 
2. Content 3 0.35 0.79 
3. Procedures 3 0.40 0.75 
4. Cognitive levels 3 0.94 0.42 
5. Student differences 3 0.29 0.83 
6. Rates of learning 3 0.27 0.84 
7. Evaluation 3 0.90 0.44 
8. Communication 3 2.08 0.10 
9. Organization 3 0.44 0.73 
10. Content 3 3.13* 0.03 
11. Capabilities 3 1.22 0.30 
12. Feedback 3 1.46 0.23 
13. Setting 3 0.76 0.52 
14. Personal organization 3 2.12 0.10 
15. Organizes students 3 0.97 0.41 
16. Student work habits 3 3.92** 0.01 
17. Student self-discipline 3 0.39 0.76 
*F<.05. 
**F<.01. 
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Table B7. Analysis of variance with pair-wise deletions, the interac­
tion between learning style and undergraduate major the 
independent variable and teacher performance evaluation 
(TPE) the dependent variable (N=312) 
TPE df F ratio F probability 
1. Obj ective 12 1.15 0.32 
2. Content 12 1.09 0.37 
3. Procedures 12 1.40 0.17 
4. Cognitive levels 12 0.94 0.51 
5. Student differences 12 1.25 0.25 
6. Rats of learning 12 0.53 0.90 
7. Evaluation 12 1.18 0.30 
8. Communication 12 0.40 0.96 
9. Organization 12 0.58 0.86 
10. Content 12 0.79 0.66 
11. Capabilities 12 0.83 0.62 
12. Feedback 12 0.96 0.49 
13. Setting 12 1.19 0.29 
14. Personal organization 12 1.42 0.16 
15. Organizes students 12 1.00 0.45 
16. Student work habits 12 0.90 0.55 
17. Student self-discipline 12 1.11 0.35 
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Table B8. Analysis of variance with pair-wise deletions, the interac­
tion between learning style and administrative experience 
the independent variable and teacher performance evaluation 
(TPE) the dependent variable (N=312) 
TPE df F ratio F probability 
1. Objective 18 0.96 0.51 
2. Content 18 0.71 0.55 
3. Procedures 18 0.89 0.59 
4. Cognitive levels 18 0.61 0.89 
5. Student differences 18 0.73 0.78 
6. Rates of learning 18 0.56 0.93 
7. Evaluation 18 0.67 0.84 
8. Communication 18 0.62 0.89 
9. Organization 18 1.20 0.26 
10. Content 18 0.89 0.59 
11. Capabilities 18 1.09 0.36 
12. Feedback 18 1.26 0.22 
13. Setting 18 0.76 0.74 
14. Personal organization 18 1.33 0.17 
15. Organizes students 18 0.93 0.54 
16. Student work habits 18 1.23 0.24 
17. Student self-discipline 18 1.27 0.21 
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Table B9. Analysis of variance with pair-wise deletions, the inter­
action between learning style and educational position the 
independent variable and teacher performance evaluation 
(TPE) the dependent variable (N=312) 
TPE df F ratio F probability 
1. Objective 3 2.24 0.08 
2. Content 3 0.71 0.55 
3. Procedures 3 0.79 0.50 
4. Cognitive levels 3 0.31 0.82 
5. Student differences 3 1.40 0.24 
6. Rates of learning 3 0.49 0.69 
7. Evaluation 3 1.14 0.33 
8. Communication 3 0.21 0.89 
9. Organization 3 0.79 0.50 
10. Content 3 1.78 0.15 
11. Capabilities 3 0.29 0.83 
12. Feedback 3 0.48 0.70 
13. Setting 3 0.37 0.77 
14. Personal organization 3 0.75 0.53 
15. Organizes students 3 0.86 0.46 
16. Student work habits 3 0.35 0.79 
17. Student self-discipline 3 0.22 0.88 
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Table BIO. Learning style/undergraduate major breakdown of partici­
pants 
Undergradtiate Major CS AS AR CR Total 
Education 58 5 18 10 91 
Row Percent 63,7 5.5 19.8 11.0 
Total Percent 18.6 1.6 5.8 3.2 29.2 
English or Speech 17 5 9 7 38 
Row Percent 44.7 13.2 23.7 18.4 
Total Percent 5.4 1.6 2.9 2.2 12.2 
Mathematics or Science 22 3 4 9 38 
Row Percent 57.9 7.9 10.5 23.7 
Total•Percent 7.1 1.0 1.3 2.9 12.2 
Social Studies 38 12 12 13 75 
Row Percent 50.7 16.0 16.0 17.3 
Total Percent 12.2 3.8 3.8 4.2 24.0 
Others 38 11 11 10 70 
Row Percent 54.3 15.7 15.7 14.3 
Total Percent 12.2 3.5 3.5 3.2 22.4 
Total 173 36 54 49 312 
Percent 55.4 11.5 17.3 15.7 100.0 
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Table Bll. Learning style/administrative experience breakdown of 
participants 
Admini s trative 
experience CS AS AR CR Total 
0-1 year 12 3 7 3 25 
Row Percent 48.0 12.0 28.0 12.0 
Total Percent 3.8 1.0 2.2 1.0 8.0 
2-4 years 37 10 10 7 64 
Row Percent 57.8 15.6 15.6 10.9 
Total Percent 11.9 3.2 3.2 2.2 20.5 
5-7 years 26 4 8 9 47 
Row Percent 55.3 8.5 17.0 19.1 
Total Percent 8.3 1.3 2.6 2.9 15.1 
8-10 years 31 5 11 13 60 
Row Percent 51.7 8.3 18.3 21.7 
Total Percent 9.9 1.6 3.5 4.2 19.2 
11-13 years 23 4 6 4 37 
Row Percent 62.2 10.8 16.2 10.8 
Total Percent 7.4 1.3 1.9 1.3 11.9 
14-16 years 14 5 3 7 29 
Row Percent 48.3 17.2 10.3 24.1 
Total Percent 4.5 1.6 1.0 2.2 9.3 
17 or more years 30 5 9 6 50 
Row Percent 60.0 10.0 18.0 12.0 
Total Percent 9.6 1.6 2.9 1.9 16.0 
Total 173 36 54 49 312 
Percent 55.4 11.5 17.3 15.7 100.0 
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Table B12. Learning style/educational position breakdown of partici­
pants 
Educational 
position CS AS AR CR Total 
Principal 78 17 26 21 142 
Row Percent 54.9 12.0 18.3 14.8 
Total Percent 25.0 5.4 8.3 6.7 45.5 
Others 95 19 28 28 170 
Row Percent 55.9 11.2 16.5 16.5 
Total Percent 30.4 6.1 9.0 9.0 54,5 
Total 173 36 54 49 312 
Percent 55.4 11.5 17.3 15.7 100.0 
